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The aim of this assignment is to (1) conduct a comprehensive economic analysis of the current
practices, market economics and dynamics of the scientific publishing ecosystem, as well as (2)
assess the economic impact of various policy options identified in the study ‘Improving access to
and reuse of research results, publications and data for scientific purposes’ prepared for the
European Commission and published in May 2024., i.e. an EU-wide secondary publication right
(SPR) and strengthening of the copyright research exception. The scope of the study is framed
within the context of enhancing the European Research Area (ERA) by fostering a more efficient
and open system for the circulation of scientific knowledge. The study will also analyse the
economic dimension of open access (OA) and the market realities of the broader ecosystem of
scientific publishing.

The specific objectives of this assignment are to: assess the current market and legislative
dynamics, evaluate the potential impacts of introducing an EU-wide SPR and strengthening the
copyright exception for scientific research, and explore these economic impacts for research
performing organisations (RPOs), researchers, scientific publishers (both commercial and non-
commercial), the overall European research ecosystem, and the EU competitiveness and research
performance towards the non-EU G7 countries.

The assignment relied on the following data collection and analysis methods:

e Three structured surveys addressing scientific publishers, RPOs, and individual
researchers. The objective was to generate empirical evidence on key information gaps
relating to costs, savings, administrative burdens, legal implications, and other impacts of
the potential introduction of an EU-wide SPR and a strengthened copyright exception for
scientific research. In addition, two mini-surveys (smaller scale and length) were
implemented: a mini-survey for consortia and mini-survey for funders.

e To complement and deepen the evidence collected through desk research and surveys,
the study implemented an extensive interview programme involving a wide range of
relevant stakeholder groups in a proportionate way (scientific publishers, RPOs,
researchers, rightholders, research funding organisation, large language model (LLM)
developers, data aggregators, small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and startups,
experts and policymakers). In total, 48 interviews were completed, out of which 29 were
at the European level (with associations and organisations) and 19 at the national level
(with individual scientific publishers, RPOs and researchers).

o Bibliometric data analysis using OpenAIRE Graph' formed an important part of the
evidence base for the study, establishing where, when, and how research is published
across Europe and globally. These indicators support the analysis by revealing OA uptake
patterns, publisher market structures, and cost dynamics. Additional indicators on article
processing charges were derived from OpenAPC, while publication-level data on patent
citations was collected via PATSTAT.? Transformative agreement coverage was
estimated by combining JCT queries with OpenAPC records.

¢ Delineating the sample of publishers with Orbis IP and OpenAIRE. Orbis IP data was
then used to analyse key economic indicators of the delineated publisher sample such as
company revenues, employment, and market entries, exits, mergers and acquisitions.

e Literature review to develop a framework for estimating cost categories and to inform the
design and alignment of the questionnaires and the eventual calculation of costs occurring
per stakeholder type.

' https:/graph.openaire.eu/
2 https://www.epo.org/en/searching-for-patents/business/patstat
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Cost assessment framework to scrutinise the costs related to scholarly publishing. For
this assessment data was collected from European Higher Education Sector Observatory
(EHESO), Registry of Open Access Repositories (ROAR), DIAMAS Survey on
Institutional Publishing, CORDIS / Horizon Dashboard, D2.2 IPSP Dataset (Part of
DIAMAS Project Deliverable 'IPSP Database’), ESAC Registry of Transformative
Agreements, OECD, EUROSTAT.

Synthetic counterfactual analysis to assess whether the introduction of SPR provisions
has had a measurable effect on national OA outcomes.

Theory of change and reconstruction of intervention logic. The assessment of
economic impacts of the policy options related to the copyright exception follows a
structured qualitative framework grounded in welfare economics and transaction cost
theory, drawing conceptually on approaches used in previous EU studies.

Multi-criteria analysis was used to combine the range of positive and negative impacts
(evidenced by a mix of qualitative, quantitative and financial data) into a single framework
for comparison.

The key open access terms used throughout the study are defined as follows:

Gold OA - publication with an open license in a fully open access journal that charges
article processing charges (APCs) to authors or their institutions.

Diamond OA - publication with an open license in a fully open access journal that does
not charge APCs. These journals are typically funded through institutional support, grants,
or community funding.

Hybrid OA - an individual article published with an open license in an otherwise
subscription-based journal, typically enabled through APC payment or a transformative
agreement.

Green OA - a version of the publication is deposited in a repository and made publicly
accessible in an open license, either immediately or after an embargo period. Green OA
is further split into two mutually exclusive categories:

o Green + Publisher OA - the publication has a repository version and is also
available through a publisher OA route (Gold, Diamond, or Hybrid).

o Green-only OA - the repository is the sole route to open access.

Rest/Bronze OA - publications that are freely readable at the publisher's site but without
a clear open license, and that do not fall into the categories above.

Transformative agreements (TA) - describe contracts between institutions (libraries,
national and regional consortia) and publishers that move from a model based on toll
access (subscription) to a model in which publishers negotiate a price for their open
access publishing services.

The executive summary follows the structure of the main report. First, the summary provides an
analysis of the current European scientific publishing market economics and dynamics on OA and
examines the ecosystem of scientific publishing and the dimension of research, researchers and
research organisations. Then, the summary explores the impact of SPR legislation introduced in
six EU countries. The third part assesses the economic impact of three different scenarios of EU-
wide SPR. The fourth part explores economic dynamics and impacts of policy options related to
copyright exception for scientific research (CRR). Finally, the summary assesses how the
economic impact of EU-wide SPR and CRR would contribute to EU competitiveness toward the
non-EU G7 countries, including Canada, Japan, the UK, and the US.



1. Scientific publishing ecosystem market economics
and European research ecosystem

1.1. Trends in open access publishing

From the early stages of advocacy to its adoption as a political paradigm and mainstreaming in
many funding programmes, OA has seen steady growth over the last two decades as a share of
global publishing output (see Figure 1). Global publishing output has nearly quadrupled, from 2.3
million peer-reviewed publications in 2005 to 8.1 million in 2024. The trend from 2005 to 2021
shows consistent growth in OA, both in absolute volume and as a share of total output, rising from
25.5% to 53.6%. Since 2021, the share of OA has globally plateaued, including in the EU.3

Figure 1. Worldwide publishing output (2005-2024) — relative share per publishing route and total
number of publications
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Source: OpenAIRE Graph.

Looking at the trends in EU/EEA countries only (see Figure 2), the trend towards OA routes is even
more pronounced in Europe compared to the rest of the world. In 2024, approximately 72% of
EU/EEA peer-reviewed publications were available through some route of OA, compared to 44%
globally. This difference is largely driven by the strong uptake of Hybrid and Gold OA routes. The
relatively high share of Hybrid OA reflects the concentration of transformative agreements in
European countries, through which publishers provide OA publishing options.

3 This drop is driven primarily by the near disappearance of Rest OA (publications freely readable but without a clear open license)
which fell from approximately 500,000 in 2021 to 16,000 in 2024. The licensed OA routes that are the focus of this study (Gold, Hybrid,
Diamond, and Green-only) continued to grow in absolute terms over the same period, from 3.2 million to 3.5 million.
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Figure 2. EU/EEA publishing output (2005-2024) — relative share per publishing route and total
number of publications
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Source: OpenAIRE Graph.

The share of publications available exclusively through repositories (Green-only OA) has declined
from 14.8% of EU/EEA output in 2018 to 8.2% in 2024. This trend does not, however, indicate a
reduction in repository coverage. Green-only OA captures publications whose only route to OA is
through a repository. This includes publications in subscription journals that became openly
accessible in a repository after an embargo period. To assess repository activity comprehensively,
publications with any repository version (Green + Publisher OA) must be distinguished from those
where the repository provides the sole route to OA (see Introduction for OA route definitions). The
share of EU/EEA publications with any repository version rose from 42% in 2018 to approximately
49-51% by 2020-2022, stabilising at around 48-49% in 2023-2024 and demonstrating established
infrastructure and practice for repository-based dissemination.

The shift toward OA is changing scholarly publishing economics but has not eased financial
pressure on RPOs. Instead of relying only on subscriptions, publishers increasingly recover costs
through APCs, transferring publication costs to authors and institutions.* Many RPOs now face so-
called ‘double dipping’, whereby they continue paying subscription fees while also paying APCs to
publish OA content in the same hybrid journals.® At the same time, limited pricing transparency,
the continued use of multi-year ‘Big Deal’ bundles, and uncertainty over whether subscription
prices are fully adjusted for other revenue streams weaken RPOs' negotiating position and may
result in inflated or inefficient pricing, despite efforts such as transformative agreements to mitigate
these effects.®

4Van Barneveld-Biesma, A. et al. (2020). Read & Publish contracts in the context of a dynamic scholarly publishing system: A study
on future scenarios for the scholarly publishing system. Technopolis Group.
https://www.eua.eu/images/read_and_publish_contracts_in_the context of a_dynamic_scholarly _publishing_system.pdf EUA.
(2025). Reclaiming academic ownership of the scholarly communication system June 2025 Challenges and opportunities for
universities. Report for the European University Association.
https://www.eua.eu/images/publications/Publication PDFs/Scholarly communication_briefing.pdf

5 Van Barneveld-Biesma, A. et al. (2020). Read & Publish contracts in the context of a dynamic scholarly publishing system: A study
on future scenarios for the scholarly publishing system. Technopolis Group.
https://www.eua.eu/images/read_and_publish_contracts_in_the context of a_dynamic_scholarly publishing_system.pdf EUA.
(2018). The lack of transparency and competition in the academic publishing market in Europe and beyond. EUA.
https://www.eua.eu/news/eua-news/scholarly-publishing-eua-asks-european-commission-to-investigate-lack-of-competition.htmil
Mittermaier, B. (2015). Double Dipping in Hybrid Open Access — Chimera or Reality? ScienceOpen Research.
https://doi.org/10.14293/52199-1006.1.SOR-SOCSCI.AOWNTU.v1 Asai, S. (2023). Does double dipping occur? The case of Wiley’s
hybrid journals. Scientometrics, 128(9), 5159-5168. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-023-04800-8

8 EUA. (2018). The lack of transparency and competition in the academic publishing market in Europe and beyond. EUA.
https://www.eua.eu/news/eua-news/scholarly-publishing-eua-asks-european-commission-to-investigate-lack-of-competition.html
Van Barneveld-Biesma, A. et al. (2020). Read & Publish contracts in the context of a dynamic scholarly publishing system: A study
on future scenarios for the scholarly publishing system. Technopolis Group.
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Evidence from Europe shows that spending on electronic scholarly resources remains substantial,
‘Big Deal’ costs continue to rise faster than inflation, and the affordability of licences to scientific
publications is now one of the most widely reported challenges for RPOs.” These pressures are
occurring in a broader context of tightening university and research budgets, leaving institutions
with less capacity to absorb publication and access costs while still investing in staff, infrastructure,
and research competitiveness.?

1.2. Market dynamics in the scholarly publishing ecosystem

Scholarly journals remain core infrastructure in research as they perform four enduring functions:
registering priority of discovery, certifying quality through peer review, disseminating findings to
relevant communities, and archiving the scholarly record for future citation and reuse.® Over time,
journals have also become tools for navigating expanding research fields and for signalling
academic reputation, which ties them closely to funding and career advancement.'® Delivering
these functions requires coordinated labour and investment across journal management, peer-
review administration, technical production, article-level administration, and distribution/indexing.""
Digital publishing and OA have further widened the publisher role to include platform development,
enhanced article services, and stronger research-integrity systems, including publisher-level ethics
screening and technology for detecting manipulation and Al-related risks.'? Costs to deliver
publisher functions are challenging to estimate and vary significantly by publishing model.

Our estimates suggest that in 2024, European organisations involved in scholarly publishing
generated €17.6bn in revenues, representing 22.1% of the global scholarly publishing market
estimated at nearly €80bn, and employed more than 57,000 people.' Previous estimates have
estimated the global market revenue for scientific and technical publishing at $12.65bn in 2022.

https://www.eua.eu/images/read_and publish_contracts_in_the context of a dynamic_scholarly publishing_system.pdf EUA.
(2025). Reclaiming academic ownership of the scholarly communication system June 2025 Challenges and opportunities for
universities. Report for the European University Association.
https://www.eua.eu/images/publications/Publication_PDFs/Scholarly_communication_briefing.pdf Dér, A. (2025). What Gets Missed
in the Discourse on Transformative Agreements. https://doi.org/10.1146/katina-20250212-1

Phillips, D. (2020, October 20). No double dipping! The rise of transformative publisher agreements in the transition to full Open
Access. Open Access and Digital Scholarship Blog. https://blogs.imperial.ac.uk/openaccess/2020/10/20/no-double-dipping-the-rise-
of-transformative-publisher-agreements-in-the-transition-to-full-open-access/

7 Morais, R., Stoy, L. and Borrell-Damian, L. (2019). 2019 Big Deals Survey Report An Updated Mapping of Major Scholarly Publishing
Contracts in Europe. EUA. https://www.eua.eu/images/big_deals_report updated.pdf Van Barneveld-Biesma, A. et al. (2020). Read
& Publish contracts in the context of a dynamic scholarly publishing system: A study on future scenarios for the scholarly publishing
system. Technopolis Group.
https://www.eua.eu/images/read _and_publish_contracts in_the context of a dynamic_scholarly publishing system.pdf

8 DG RTD. (2024). Align Act Accelerate. Research, Technology and Innovation to boost European Competitiveness. Luxembourg:
Publications Office of the European Union. https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/2f9fc221-86bb-11ef-a67d-
01aa75ed71al/language-en Bennetot Pruvot, E., Estermann T. and Popkhadze N. (2025). Financially sustainable universities. Report
for the European University Association. https://www.eua.eu/images/Funding_briefing_final.pdf

% See Fyfe, A., Moxham, N., McDougall-Waters, J., & Mark Rastvik, C. (2022). A History of Scientific Journals. UCL Press.
https://doi.org/10.14324/111.9781800082328; Rallison, S. (2015). What are Journals for? Annals of The Royal College of Surgeons
of England, 97(2), 89-91. https://doi.org/10.1308/003588414X14055925061397

0 Rallison, S. (2015). What are Journals for? Annals of The Royal College of Surgeons of England, 97(2), 89-91.
https://doi.org/10.1308/003588414X14055925061397

" Bjork, B.-C. (2007). A model of scientific communication as a global distributed information system. Information Research: An
International Electronic Journal, 12(2). https://informationr.net/ir/12-2/paper307.html, p. 23-31. Another relevant overview identifying
positive contributions along the four stages of funding, activities, outputs, and innovation is mentioned in Haynes, M. (2018, November
12). New research outlines ‘integral role’ of academic publishing in UK. Publishers Association. https://www.publishers.org.uk/new-
research-outlines-integral-role-of-academic-publishing-in-uk/

2 Alam, S. (2024). Trends in research integrity concerns and the evolving role of the publisher. Insights, 37(1).
https://doi.org/10.1629/uksg.663. Rallison, S. (2015). What are Journals for? Annals of The Royal College of Surgeons of England,
97(2), 89-91. https://doi.org/10.1308/003588414X14055925061397

3 These calculations considered the company data in the ORBIS IP and their reported operating revenues. Since firms in some cases
include several different economic activities, differentiating the share of the operating revenues for a given line of economic activity is
very difficult.

These numbers are to be interpreted with caution considering the quantity of available information: among the 5 987 companies, 4
287 had an active status in 2024. Among those, only 2 397 reported information about their operating revenues in 2024. Furthermore,
a recent study showed that Elsevier UK and US locations generated about €4bn. We used this threshold to exclude 6 companies that
were generating more than €4bn in 2024 and were unlikely to be representative of the scholarly publishing sector. Moreover, given
the international and diversified ownership structures observed, the sample was further restricted to 2 302 companies whose activities
are more directly attributable to publishing. This approach seeks to improve the precision of the market estimates while limiting
potential cross-sectoral bias coming from national or international headquarters.

14 https://www.stm-publishing.com/global-scientific-technical-publishing-2023-2027/
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Yet other studies measure the scientific, technical, and medical market at up to $25.7bn in 2017
with an employment of approximately 40,000 people in the European Union at that time.'®

At the European level, France and Germany stand out as the key players in terms of the quantity
of companies involved in scholarly publishing. Outside of the EU/EEA, the United States stand out
for their dominant share of active companies. The second largest concentration of companies
outside the EU/EEA is found in Great Britain, which is the leading country in terms of revenues.
These results highlight the importance of English-speaking countries in commercial scientific
publishing. Japan is, as the third most important country, among the non-EU/EEA countries in the
study’s sample.

The transition to OA led to a coexistence of business and funding models for scholarly publishing.
This includes licensing subscription agreements by individual institutions or national consortia and
transformative agreements, which bundle access to resources and publishing fees. In addition,
publishers offer OA publishing after payment of APCs in fully OA or hybrid journals and access to
individual articles or journals.'® Beyond these routes, many organisations invest in repository
infrastructure’” as well as in Diamond OA models."®

Transformative agreements (TA) have been gaining traction over the in recent years as another
innovation in scholarly publishing business models. TA combine subscription expenditure to
secure OA publishing rights through negotiated consortia deals. Across the 35 EU/EEA and third
countries in scope, the share of Hybrid publications covered by TA ranges from 11% (Spain) to
59% (Sweden), with a median of 33%. The recent growth of TA is related to three main advantages,
related to revenue streams, costs and customer bases. In short, they “act as a strategy to help
negate these threats, as they provide a different way to generate revenue from existing (not new)
customers, defray administrative costs, and (further) move the cost of content from individuals to
institutions which are accustomed to paying large amounts for digital content”.”®

1.3. Costs for research performing organisations in the scientific
publishing ecosystem

Mapping the total cost of publishing and the financial flows across stakeholders in the scholarly
publishing system is a challenging endeavour due to the co-existence of different sources and
complex streams of financial flows.?° This study attempted a first-of-a-kind estimate incorporating
both material and personnel costs across different stakeholders covering all countries in the
European Union and European Economic Area.

The global estimate for Europe’s scholarly publishing expenditures amounts to approximately
€4bn, largely covered by RPOs. This estimate is higher than figures presented in previous studies,
but within the realm of the general market-size estimates for scholarly publishing in Europe. With
these constraints, it should be understood as a high-expenditure estimate and the upper boundary
of possible expenditures for scholarly publishing.

5 Johnson, R, Watkinson A., Mabe, M. (2018). The STM Report. An overview of scientific and scholarly publishing.
https://www.ur.edu.pl/files/user_directory/951/Dokumenty/Johnson%20R.%2C%20Mabe%20M.%2C%20Watkinson%20A.%202018
%20The%20STM%20Report.%20An%200verview%200f%20scientific%20and%20scholarly%20publishing.pdf

6 See Annemieke van Barneveld-Biesma, Colleen Campbell, Elma Dujso, Andreas Ligtvoet, Chiel Scholten, Lennart Velten, Robert
van der Vooren, Geert van der Veen (2020). Read & Publish contracts in the context of a dynamic scholarly publishing system A
study on future scenarios for the scholarly publishing system. https://technopolis-group.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/07/Technopolis-Group-2020-Read-and-Publish-contracts-in-the-context-of-a-dynamic-scholarly-publishing-
system-Final-Report.pdf

7 Shearer, K., Nakano Koga, S. M., Rodrigues, E., Manola, N., Pronk, M.., & Proudman, V. (2023). Current State and Future
Directions for Open Repositories in Europe. Zenodo. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10255559

8 Bosman, J., Frantsvag, J. E., Kramer, B., Langlais, P.-C., & Proudman, V. (2021). OA Diamond Journals Study. Part 1: Findings.
Zenodo. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4558704

9 Steinberg, R. (2025). The business of transformative agreements. The Journal of Academic Librarianship, 51(2), 103020.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2025.103020

2 See the following studies for attempts at mapping financial flows: Lawson, S., Gray, J., & Mauri, M. (2016). Opening the Black Box
of Scholarly Communication Funding: A Public Data Infrastructure for Financial Flows in Academic Publishing. Open Library of
Humanities, 2(1), e10. https://doi.org/10.16995/0lh.72; for a conceptual model without quantified costs see van Barneveld-Biesma,
A., Campbell, C., Dujso, E., Ligtvoet, A., Scholten, C., & Velten, L. (2020). Read & Publish contracts in the context of a dynamic
scholarly publishing system.
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https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2025.103020
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Expenditures channelled through national negotiation consortia or by research funders should not
be added to this estimate but understood as a part of it, since consortia are financed through RPOs,
and RFOs typically fund project-based research in RPOs. In terms of publishing routes, the data
suggests that subscription expenditures on the one hand and Gold and Hybrid expenditures on
the other hand equate to approximately €2bn each. Although these figures are difficult to verify
with precision, the analysis suggests that costs for institutional publishing service providers (IPSPs)
and repositories are modest in comparison to total subscription and OA costs. At the same time,
repository costs should not be interpreted as replacing those other costs. Repository deposits
depend on publications that have first been made available through other publishing routes,
whether closed or open. Green OA, therefore, adds an additional layer of infrastructure and access
costs, rather than substituting for subscription-based access or OA publishing.

Negotiating, handling, and managing different publishing routes also requires substantial
personnel efforts across Europe’s research and innovation organisations. Overall, these efforts are
concentrated in individual RPOs. The study estimates an average of 3.4 full-time equivalent staff
(FTE) for scholarly publishing activities related to any route across all RPOs, and an additional
modest amount across RFOs, national negotiating consortia, as well as repositories, adding up to
a total annual effort of more than 25,000 FTEs. The costs for this undertaking range approximately
from €0.7bn to €1.2bn annually.

Furthermore, the study has created estimates of the financial value of peer review activities across
EU/EEA countries. These activities are typically carried out by researchers as a service for their
research community, without remuneration obtained from publishers. The estimated effort for this
service represents another estimated 26,600 FTE, equivalent to an estimated €1.2bn to €1.7bn
per year. The peer review effort would be equivalent to 3.8% of the time spent by the ~700,000
FTE researchers in the EU/EEA higher education sector in 2023.2

Finally, the administrative effort required to manage scholarly publications may account for up to
5.8% of all support and administrative staff (FTE) in EU/EEA higher education institutions. This
estimate is based on available data from 1,188 out of 2,833 institutions.

1.4. Research performing organisations: legal and institutional
baseline conditions

The legal and institutional baseline for assessing the CRR policy options is shaped by a complex
and fragmented framework governing how research performing organisations (RPOs) access, use
and circulate scientific knowledge in the EU. At EU/EEA level, copyright and related rights
legislation interacts with OA policies, data and digital legislation, contractual arrangements and
sector-specific governance frameworks. Although the EU copyright acquis contains several
research-relevant exceptions, the research exception in Article 5(3)(a) of the Directive 2001/29/EC
on the harmonisation of certain aspects of copyright and related rights in the information society
(InfoSoc Directive) remains optional for Member States. As a result, national implementation varies
significantly, both in the scope of permitted uses and in the conditions attached to relying on
exceptions.

This fragmentation creates uneven legal conditions across Member States. Some national
systems allow relatively flexible reliance on the research exception, while others restrict it through
narrow beneficiary definitions, quantitative limits, compensation requirements or restrictive
interpretations of non-commercial use. Practical reliance on the exception also depends on how
national laws address technological protection measures (TPMs). In some countries, rightholders
are under binding obligations to ensure access where an exception applies; in others, access
depends on voluntary cooperation, mediation or lengthy legal procedures, which can greatly
reduce the exception’s practical usefulness.

2! Eurostat; Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) (rd_p_persocc)
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The evidence points to significant legal uncertainty for RPOs, especially in cross-border research,
public-private partnerships and knowledge valorisation.?? Faced with unclear rules, many
institutions appear to remain risk-averse,?® often continuing rights-clearance workflows or
refraining from potentially lawful uses rather than identifying the boundaries of the exception.
Although the time and cost involved in copyright clearance could not be robustly quantified, survey
and interview evidence suggests that it is widely perceived as burdensome and difficult to manage.

These copyright-related constraints operate within a broader institutional context in which many
European universities face funding pressures, competition for staff and students, and unequal
capacity to attract resources. While the EU performs strongly in scientific output and shows
progress in some indicators of knowledge valorisation, persistent weaknesses remain in translating
research into commercial application, strengthening university-industry cooperation, and ensuring
that cross-border collaboration reaches its full potential.

Across the six EU Member States (Germany, France, the Netherlands, Belgium, Austria and
Bulgaria) with national SPR legislation analysed in this study, OA has expanded rapidly over the
last two decades, reaching around 60-70% of total publication output by 2024, but the routes
through which OA is achieved differ substantially across national contexts (see Introduction for
definitions of different OA routes). In most cases, OA growth has been driven primarily by Gold
and especially Hybrid OA, while Green-only OA has remained comparatively flat. Furthermore,
scholars are increasingly actively engaged in making their OA research work publicly accessible
via repositories in the form of Green Plus Publisher OA. All these patterns are closely intertwined
with the rise of TA, which cover a much larger share of Hybrid OA than Gold and are especially
influential in countries that also experienced the strongest surge in Hybrid OA.

Against this backdrop, findings in this chapter show that national SPR legislation, as introduced in
the six analysed Member States, has not led to system-wide change. In the synthetic
counterfactual analysis, most country—outcome combinations show no statistically robust deviation
from the counterfactual trajectory that could be confidently attributed to SPR alone. This does not
imply that SPR as such is ineffective, but rather that its incremental effects, given its existing
restrictive form in terms of the embargo period, the allowed version and the range of output in
countries where it has been established for a longer time, are hard to detect amid overlapping
policies and market shifts (including TA), long-running pre-existing OA trends, uneven uptake by
researchers, and data limitations.

Still, two more compelling cases stand out: Belgium shows a significant post-2018 increase in
Green-only OA shares (notably in 2020-2021), while the Netherlands shows a large and persistent
post-2015 increase in Hybrid OA shares relative to the synthetically estimated control case,
reaching roughly 17—19 percentage points in later years.

22 European Commission: Directorate-General for Communications Networks, Content and Technology, Ecorys, KEA European
Affairs, OK Consulting and Visionary Analytics. (2025). Copyright in distance education and research — Exploring the role of copyright
in facilitating access to digital collections of libraries and other public interest institutions — Final report. Publications Office of the
European Union. https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2759/4694352

2 Senftleben, M. (2022). Study on EU27 copyright and related rights and access to and reuse of data. European Commission Report.
Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union. https://archivio.unicas.it/media/7514527/study-on-eu-copyright-and-related-
rights-and-access-KI0822205ENN. pdf
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The dynamics of OA publications over time, complemented by stakeholder evidence, help to make
sense of the role the existing SPR played in driving these dynamics. In its existing form, SPR did
not have an effect on Green-only OA because a large part of the scientific output at the introduction
of SPR was already OA. While large shares of publications published via other OA routes are
reshared as Green Plus OA, this does not in any way affect these other OA publishing modes nor
improve the total quantity of OA. SPR as a potential driver of OA is most relevant to non-OA output
mostly coming from the subscription-based publishing model — where SPR enables the opening
up of scholarly output which would otherwise remain closed (under a pay wall).?*

Publishers and RPOs noted in interviews that indeed, the introduction of SPR incentivised some
subscription-based publishers to engage with OA publishing models but in the Hybrid form, while
other factors prevented them from transitioning to a fully Gold OA or even Diamond OA model.
Interviews also revealed that for publishers, some of these factors are attempts to retain a
publishing option for those researchers who do not have the resources to cover APCs or incentives
to publish OA while ensuring subscription revenue sources. Prioritisation of hybrid
publishers/journals in TA also played a role in sustaining this publishing model.

While both Hybrid and Gold OA publishing models are still relatively easy-to-adopt for subscription-
based publishers/journals, Diamond OA requires shifting to a completely different publishing
model. This model is based on funding, not market income, meaning that some public or private
funding bodies should be willing to cover publishing costs. Furthermore, such a model can be
impossible for international multidisciplinary/multi-journal publishers to engage in due to
geographical and disciplinary fragmentation on the funders’ side. Thus, Diamond OA shares have
stayed small over time.

Additional stakeholder evidence helps to explain why observable effects of the existing SPR forms
are often modest. Publishers largely report that SPR did not require major operational or business-
model changes and view TA as the primary lever shaping OA growth, rather than legal
opportunities under SPR. RPOs tend to see the existing SPR as a valuable complement (especially
when APC-funded routes are unaffordable), but also report that it does not materially reduce
subscription costs and can create administrative burdens if not supported by infrastructure and
workflows. Researchers, meanwhile, are broadly supportive of OA and see great potential in SPR
but are often unaware of specific SPR provisions or do not engage with it intentionally. In the latter
case, they highlight practical barriers to seize opportunities of SPR, such as embargo
management, i.e. tracking the expiry of the embargo, and potential cross-border uncertainty, i.e.
how SPR should be applied in the case of multinational authorship.

Overall, findings suggest that SPR in its existing relatively restrictive form is best understood as
enabling infrastructure - a legal backstop that allows researchers/authors to slightly expand access
beyond the venues of other OA routes - rather than a policy instrument that automatically shifts
publishing systems. To strengthen the real-world impact of SPR, RPOs and researchers
consistently point toward implementation-focused improvements: better repository infrastructure,
higher awareness and guidance, reduced administrative workload, clearer cross-border rules, and
shorter embargoes, alongside broader debates about scope (beyond journal articles) and version
(author’s accepted manuscript (AAM), versus version of record (VoR)).

The assessment of potential impacts of EU-wide SPR relies on data from surveys of scientific
publishers, RPOs and researchers, complemented by additional insights from open-ended
questions and interviews, as well as extrapolation of findings of the effects of SPR in Member
States where it has been introduced.

2 SPR can also enable resharing of Gold OA and Hybrid OA output if it involves transfer of copyright or exclusive licenses to
publishers, however, this would not increase the total quantity of OA output because this output is already OA on publishers’ websites.
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Based on the assessment of impact on four individual SPR parameters, and with the purpose of
having the largest possible variation of the impact, several potential scenarios of the EU-wide SPR
are formulated for further assessment (see Table 1). The impact of these scenarios is assessed
using multi-criteria analysis that allows to combine the range of positive and negative impacts
(evidenced by a mix of qualitative, quantitative, and monetary data) into a single framework to
allow for comparison.

A - Existing SPR 6 months for Only AAM (L) Only journal articles At least 50% (L)
AAM (L)

B - No embargo No embargo for Only AAM (L) Only journal articles Any amount (S)

for AAM, any AAM (L) (L)

amount of public

funding

C - No embargo No embargo for VoR included (S) All forms of output (S) At least 50% (L)
for AAM, 1 year AAM, 1 year for

for VoR, any VoR (L)
output
D - No embargo No embargo for VoR included (S) All forms of output (S) Any amount (S)
for AAM and VoR, AAM and
any output, any minimised
funding embargo for
VoR (S)

Source: consortium (own elaboration). (L) corresponds to lighter regulatory intensity, (S) corresponds to stronger
regulatory intensity

Across all scenarios, the baseline context is important: OA is already high in the EU (although it
has stagnated in recent years), at around 70% of scholarly output, so additional gains from
harmonised SPR build on an already strong starting point. The scenarios mainly differ in how
strongly they expand Green OA, how disruptive they are for publisher business models, and how
much benefit they generate for researchers and RPOs.

Scenario A would have the most limited overall effect. Harmonising SPR across the EU would
likely improve legal clarity and support some additional use of Green OA, but any growth in OA
would still continue to come mainly from Gold and Hybrid routes rather than SPR itself. Because
this scenario retains an embargo on the accepted author manuscript (AAM) and excludes the
version of record (VoR), it is not expected to materially disrupt the publishing market. Large and
medium publishers would likely absorb the change with little adjustment, while smaller and more
locally dependent publishers could feel somewhat greater pressure. For researchers and RPOs,
the main benefits would be modest improvements in visibility, dissemination and cross-border
collaboration, together with limited savings on APCs where embargoes remain compatible with
funder rules. Implementation costs for RPOs would rise, but not dramatically, though less
resourced institutions may face proportionally greater strain.

Scenario B would have a stronger, though still moderate, effect. Its two main intensifications (zero
embargo for the AAM and applicability where there is any public funding share) would make Green
OA more immediately usable and better aligned with funder mandates. This should increase Green
OA uptake, but only modestly, since the scenario still applies only to journal articles and excludes
the VoR. Some substitution away from Hybrid OA could occur if researchers choose subscription-
only journals plus immediate self-archiving instead of paying APCs. Publishers would likely see
moderate revenue pressure, especially in Hybrid models. Business-model change would remain
limited overall, except perhaps among smaller market-based publishers. Researchers and RPOs
would benefit more clearly than under Scenario A through improved dissemination, better
compliance with funder requirements, and somewhat better access to external research.
Repository and compliance costs for RPOs would rise, but still within manageable bounds.



Scenario C would mark a significant step up in impact. By allowing immediate sharing of the AAM,
including additional scholarly outputs such as book publications, and permitting the VoR to be
made public after a one-year embargo, it would meaningfully expand the practical reach of SPR.
This scenario is expected to drive a significant increase in Green OA by creating stronger
incentives for researchers to seek APC-free publication options, such as in subscription-only
journals, and this would put downward pressure on Gold and Hybrid OA. For publishers, especially
book publishers, the disruption would be substantial because enabling later reuse of the VoR
weakens important revenue streams.

Revenue effects would be significant across most publisher types, though Diamond OA would
remain largely unaffected. For researchers and RPOs, however, the benefits would be substantial:
stronger visibility and dissemination, better compliance with funder mandates, greater trust
because the VoR becomes shareable, and more meaningful opportunities to reduce APC and
access costs, and all this at moderate implementation costs. These benefits would be partly offset
if publishers respond by introducing new charges, such as a submission charge, or redirecting
submissions into paid routes, such as Gold OA or Hybrid OA.

Scenario D would be the most transformative and disruptive option. By making the VoR of any
scholarly output immediately shareable with no embargo and regardless of the level of public
funding, it would generate the largest increase in Green OA and likely cause a significant short-
run decline in demand for Gold and Hybrid OA. This would fundamentally challenge subscription,
Hybrid, and book-publishing models, with smaller community-based and geographically bound
publishers facing the greatest risks. Some publishers may need to reinvent their business models
entirely or exit the market, while larger publishers may segment their models by geography or shift
further toward APC-based publishing. The impact on the quality of outputs may remain limited
because the VoR is included, although reduced diversity in publishing venues could create longer-
term risks, whether downside, if the market becomes more concentrated, or upside, if new
business models emerge. For researchers and RPOs, Scenario D comes at moderate
implementation costs and offers the strongest benefits in visibility, dissemination and potential cost
savings, particularly through reduced APC and subscription expenditure. However, these savings
would depend heavily on how publishers adapt and could be partly eroded if new fees, such as
submission charges, or paid routes emerge.

Overall, the scenarios involve a clear trade-off. Scenario A offers low disruption but also limited
additional benefit. Scenario B improves alignment with funder mandates and modestly expands
access while remaining manageable for the publishing ecosystem. Scenario C delivers
substantially greater OA and stakeholder benefits, but with significant market disruption,
particularly for book and subscription-based publishing. Scenario D maximises openness and
potential savings but also carries the highest risk of destabilising existing publishing models and
prompting strong publisher countermeasures.

EU-wide SPR economic impact on the development of
large language models (LLMs)

The analysis of large language models (LLMs) in the context of SPRs shows that the practical
relevance of an EU-wide SPR for Al training depends on two distinct issues: whether scientific
publications become more accessible across Member States, and under what conditions those
publications may actually be reused for LLM training. A harmonised SPR may improve access by
making more scientific content available through repositories under more uniform conditions.
However, SPR does not by itself determine whether that content can be reused for Al training at
scale. Reuse remains dependent on the applicable copyright framework, including the rules
governing text and data mining (TDM), relevant opt-outs, licensing terms, and the availability of
sufficiently clear and standardised reuse signals.



Against this background, the analysed scenarios suggest that broader SPR configurations can
improve the predictability and volume of accessible scientific content, but their practical value for
LLM development remains conditional. Scenario A offers only limited improvement over the status
quo, as embargoes and public funding thresholds limit the volume and timing of content that
becomes available through SPR-based access channels, thereby constraining the overall pool of
content accessible for Al training. Scenario B improves access by removing embargoes and
funding thresholds, but its scope remains limited to journal articles, which reduces its usefulness
for the diverse datasets required for general-purpose or cross-domain LLM training. Scenario C
substantially expands the pool of accessible material, including versions of record and a wider
range of scholarly outputs, but still depends on access conditions that may affect the predictability
and scalability of content supplied through repositories. Scenario D provides the broadest access
conditions, yet even in this case, the economic value for LLM development depends on whether
reuse conditions are sufficiently clear and whether repositories and aggregators can support Al-
scale access in operational terms.

The analysis, therefore, indicates that legal access alone is not enough to deliver meaningful
benefits for Al training. Even where access expands, practical scalability depends on a
combination of clear reuse conditions, interoperable metadata, machine-readable rights
information, and sufficient infrastructure capacity. Without these complementary conditions, a
harmonised EU-wide SPR may improve formal access to scientific publications, but its practical
relevance for LLM training would remain limited, thereby limiting its practical impact on Al training
at scale.

The assessment of the CRR policy options is based on a theory-driven impact assessment rather
than on econometric modelling. This reflects the nature of the policy field: the economic effects of
copyright exception are indirect, diffuse, and mediated through several behavioural and
institutional channels, while robust, harmonised EU-wide quantitative datasets are not available.
The analysis therefore reconstructs the causal mechanisms through which regulatory changes are
expected to affect licensing markets, research activity and downstream innovation outcomes. It
combines three main evidence streams: stakeholder consultation via surveys and interviews,
literature review, and desk research, and uses these to test the intervention logic of each option
against baseline conditions and stakeholder expectations.

The analytical framework is grounded in three core economic rationales for copyright exceptions:
reducing transaction costs, addressing market failures stemming from market power, and enabling
positive externalities in knowledge production. In practice, the assessment examines how the
policy options would affect the publishing ecosystem and the research ecosystem, with particular
attention to legal certainty, rights-clearance burdens, licensing markets, research capacity, and
knowledge valorisation. Four substantive policy options are considered. Policy option 1.1
introduces a mandatory, harmonised exception for scientific research of a general nature, including
storage and sharing among beneficiaries without requiring specific technical environments. Policy
option 1.2 retains the same general structure but limits storage and sharing to secure electronic
environments. Policy option 2.1 builds on option 1.1 and removes the non-commercial condition
for scientific research uses. Policy option 2.2 also builds on option 1.1, but replaces the non-
commercial condition with an institutional limitation, restricting the exception to recognised
research organisations. All four options are assessed together with a cross-cutting TPM
intervention intended to ensure that copyright exceptions remain enforceable in online, contract-
based and TPM-protected environments (see Table 2 below for a summary of policy options).



Policy option 1.1 Introducing a mandatory copyright exception for scientific research across the EU/EEA
with storage and sharing possibilities among beneficiaries of the exception without
restriction to specific technical environments.

This policy option would introduce a new mandatory exception that would replace the
currently optional research exception in Article 5(3)(a) of the Information Society Directive
(ISD). Specifically, it would eliminate the ‘illustration’ purpose limitation, allowing for
increased legal certainty of the exception to cover all acts necessary for lawful scientific
research activities.

Policy option 1.2 Introducing a mandatory, harmonised research exception, with restricted storage and
sharing via secure electronic environments.

Whereas policy option 1.1 permits storage and sharing of protected materials as part of
the exception, under this option, such acts would only be covered by the exception when
carried out within a secure electronic environment.

Policy option 2.1 Removal of the non-commercial purpose condition for scientific research uses.

This policy option eliminates the ‘non-commercial purpose’ requirement currently
foreseen in Article 5(3)(a) ISD. The objective is to ensure that the exception applies to all
genuine scientific research uses, regardless of the user’s institutional status, funding
model, or the potential for downstream commercial outcomes.

Policy option 2.2 Replacement of the non-commercial condition with an institutional limitation.

This policy option, instead of removing the ‘non-commercial purpose’ requirement (as is
foreseen in policy option 2.1), it replaces the ‘non-commercial purpose’ requirement with
an institutional limitation, restricting the exception to recognised research organisations,
in line with the model of Article 3 CDSMD.

Source: Consortium (own elaboration). An extended presentation of policy options is available in Section 4.3 of the
Final Report.

A central finding is that the policy options are not expected to affect all parts of the copyright market
equally. Their impact on primary licensing markets, particularly subscriptions, appears limited.
Because all options retain lawful access as a condition of use, they do not remove the need for
subscriptions or other primary access licences. The most plausible impacts on subscription
markets are therefore indirect and mediated, for example, through strategic pricing or bundling
responses by publishers rather than through a direct fall in demand. Stakeholder evidence on
subscription fees is mixed and inconclusive. While some rightholders argued that broader copyright
exceptions could lead publishers to increase subscription prices to offset perceived risks of
unauthorised dissemination, both publisher and RPO survey results were too dispersed to support
any strong conclusion. Overall, the study finds no convincing evidence of direct displacement of
primary licensing.

The picture is different for secondary licensing markets. Here, all policy options are expected to
displace some demand for permissions, because certain reuse acts that currently require licences
would become lawful under the exception. The scale of this effect depends on the breadth of the
option (see Figure 3 below). These effects are likely to be most significant for scientific publishers
and collective licensing systems whose revenues depend on permissions for research-related
copying, sharing, extraction or storage. For other rightholders, the effects are expected to vary
much more by sector. In sectors such as audiovisual and some trade publishing segments,
research licensing represents only a small share of revenue, so displacement effects are likely to
remain more limited.
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The consequences of such licensing displacement for authors are more complex than for
publishers. The study highlights that reductions in licensing revenues for publishers do not
automatically translate into equivalent losses for authors. In academic publishing, many of the
largest and most expensive licences do not remunerate authors at all. By contrast, in some sectors,
authors do benefit from collective licensing or statutory remuneration systems, especially for
reprography and other secondary uses. Where those mechanisms depend in part on research
uses, broader exceptions could reduce certain secondary income streams. However, the evidence
base does not allow a reliable quantification of such effects across sectors. The likely conclusion
is therefore that authors may be affected, but the degree of exposure varies substantially
depending on the type of work, the licensing model, and the national remuneration system.

On the long-term sustainability and macro-competitiveness of the publishing sector, the evidence
suggests a mixed effect. On the one hand, the displacement of some secondary licensing revenues
does not necessarily imply a welfare loss. Economic theory and some stakeholder evidence
suggest that where existing permission markets are burdened by transaction costs, copyright
exceptions can reduce inefficiencies and encourage a shift towards new value-added services, OA
models, and service-based business models. In this sense, the policy options could accelerate an
ongoing structural transformation in scientific publishing. On the other hand, the capacity to adapt
is unevenly distributed. Larger publishers generally have broader portfolios, stronger profit
margins, and greater capacity to invest in new infrastructures or services. Smaller publishers,
especially those operating in smaller language markets or specialised niches, are more exposed
to changes in licensing revenues and may have fewer resources to adapt. As a result, the study
finds a risk that stronger exceptions, particularly policy options 2.1 and 2.2, could reinforce market
concentration even if they also stimulate some innovation.

For the research ecosystem, the strongest and clearest benefits relate to legal certainty and
transaction-cost reduction. The current framework is characterised by fragmented national
transposition of the copyright exception for scientific research, uncertainty over cross-border use,
and limited practical enforceability where TPMs and contracts restrict access. These factors
generate significant rights-clearance costs and encourage risk-averse behaviour by research
institutions. Policy option 1.1 is expected to produce major gains by establishing a single,
harmonised framework across the EU, especially for cross-border consortia and institutional
collaboration. Policy option 2.1 is expected to generate similarly strong, and in some respects
stronger, gains because it also removes the need to distinguish between commercial and non-
commercial research contexts, which is one of the main sources of legal friction today.

Policy options 1.2 and 2.2 would also improve legal certainty, but their benefits are somewhat
offset by the costs associated with new conditions. Under policy option 1.2, the use of secure
electronic environments could reduce uncertainty around sharing and storage in collaborative
settings, but it would also shift part of the transaction cost burden into technical and organisational
compliance.
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Institutions may need to invest in trusted research environments, access controls, audit systems,
and related procedures (in cases where trusted research environments are not in place already).
Costs of introducing such new secure electronic environments are likely to be particularly
burdensome for smaller and less well-resourced institutions unless interoperable or shared
European solutions are put in place. Policy option 2.2, meanwhile, could reintroduce legal
complexity by requiring institutions to determine who falls within the scope of the institutional
limitation and how that interacts with collaborative research involving mixed partners. In both
cases, simplification gains are therefore weaker than under the broader options.

The effects on research capacity are positive, but more modest than the gains in legal certainty.
All policy options are expected to improve the ability of European RPOs to conduct cross-border
research by reducing legal fragmentation and easing collaboration across jurisdictions. Survey
evidence from both RPOs and researchers supports this conclusion, although RPOs tend to
perceive stronger benefits than individual researchers, likely because RPOs bear a larger share of
the legal and compliance burden. Policy option 1.1 appears most conducive to cross-border
research, while policy option 1.2 is seen as somewhat less beneficial because the TRE
requirement may create additional barriers or administrative burdens. Policy options 2.1 and 2.2
also support cross-border collaboration, but their additional value over option 1.1 lies less in cross-
border research as such and more in clarifying what is permitted in commercially linked contexts.

The area in which the policy options differ most clearly within the research ecosystem is knowledge
valorisation. The study finds that the main legal friction here is the current non-commercial
boundary, which creates uncertainty in industry-academia collaboration, applied research, spin-
offs and other commercialisation pathways. As a result, policy options 1.1 and 1.2, which retain
the non-commercial condition, are expected to have only limited and indirect effects on knowledge
valorisation. They may improve the general environment for research reuse, but they do not
remove the specific barrier that arises when research overlaps with commercial activity.

Policy option 2.1 is expected to have the strongest positive effect on knowledge valorisation
because it removes that boundary entirely. This would create clearer legal conditions for research
institutions to engage with industry partners, undertake applied research, and translate scientific
outputs into commercial or socially useful applications. Survey responses from RPOs are broadly
consistent with this expectation. Policy option 2.2 is expected to generate some positive impact,
but less than option 2.1, because legal uncertainty would remain at the edges of eligibility and
because collaborative projects often involve actors that do not fit neatly within a restricted
institutional definition.

The accompanying TPM intervention emerges as an important cross-cutting condition for the
effectiveness of all four options. The evidence indicates that TPM-related barriers are common in
research practice and that existing national procedures for resolving conflicts between exceptions
and TPMs are often cumbersome, little used, or ineffective. Researchers and RPOs report
avoidance behaviour, delays, informal circumvention, and foregone uses where a lawful exception
might in principle apply. By excluding the applicability of subparagraph 4 of Article 6(4) ISD with
regard to the copyright exception in Article 5(3)(a) ISD, as well as other copyright exceptions that
may become relevant in research contexts, the TPM intervention would strengthen the practical
enforceability of the exception(s). In this sense, the TPM intervention does not create a separate
category of benefit but acts as an effectiveness multiplier: it increases the likelihood that
transaction-cost reductions, behavioural changes, licensing displacement, and research spillovers
will materialise.

Taken together, policy option 1.1 offers the strongest general gains in legal certainty and cross-
border research collaboration with limited direct effects on primary licensing and moderate
negative effects on secondary licensing. Policy option 1.2 produces similar but weaker research-
side benefits because the TRE requirement adds compliance costs and may constrain usability,
while its impact on publishers is somewhat less disruptive due to the more controlled environment.
Policy option 2.1 is the most far-reaching option. It combines the legal certainty benefits of a
mandatory copyright exception with the largest expected gains for knowledge valorisation, but also
creates the strongest displacement pressure on secondary licensing and the greatest potential
adjustment pressure on publishers.



Policy option 2.2 occupies an intermediate position: it extends the exception into commercially
relevant contexts but does so through a narrower institutional filter, which limits both its positive
effects on research and its negative effects on licensing markets.

The final assessment is therefore not one of identifying a universally best option, but of clarifying
the trade-offs. The broadest options create the largest expected benefits for legal certainty,
collaboration and innovation, but they also generate the strongest adjustment pressures in
licensing markets and greater concerns for some publishers and rightholders. The more limited
options preserve more of the existing licensing structure but deliver weaker benefits for the
research ecosystem. The TPM intervention is important across all variants because, without
practical enforceability, some of the expected benefits of reform would not materialise.

For the purposes of the impact assessment within the scope of this study, two dimensions of the
EU competitiveness are considered as most important:

o Competitiveness of the research ecosystem is defined as its ability to consistently
attract resources, produce high-quality research, translate knowledge into impact, and
outperform peer ecosystems in doing so. Thus, a competitive research ecosystem would
be one that can attract talent and investment, generate excellent and relevant knowledge
efficiently, and convert that knowledge into scientific, economic, and societal advantage
better than comparable ecosystems.?®

o Competitiveness of the scientific publishing industry can be understood as the ability
of publishers to attract high-quality research outputs and users by competing on prestige,
quality, speed, accessibility, price, innovation, and trust.

The assessment of competitiveness is performed against the baseline grounded in the latest
available data. If certain dimensions of EU competitiveness are likely to improve because of certain
SPR scenarios or CRR policy options, then it is concluded that the scenario/policy option is likely
to have a positive impact on the EU competitiveness vis-a-vis its G7 peers and vice versa, if the
impact on competitiveness dimensions is expected to be negative, the EU competitiveness is likely
to fall vis-a-vis G7 peers.

EU-wide SPR impact on EU competitiveness

The impact assessment of EU-wide SPR on EU competitiveness relative to non-EU G7 countries
uses two main lenses: competitiveness of the EU research ecosystem and competitiveness of the
scientific publishing industry. In this framework, research competitiveness is understood through
excellence, efficiency, connectedness, and knowledge valorisation, while publishing
competitiveness is split into performance competitiveness (prestige, quality, speed, trust,
accessibility, innovation) and market competitiveness (revenues, pricing, concentration, and
financial sustainability).

25 Council of the European Union. (2025). Council recommendation of 24 June 2025 on the European Research Area Policy Agenda
2025-2027. Official Journal of the European Union. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/C/2025/3593/0j/eng
OECD. (2024). Measuring and assessing talent attractiveness in OECD countries: Second edition. OECD
Publishing. https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/measuring-and-assessing-talent-attractiveness-in-oecd-countries-second-
edition_133b6085-en.html

OECD. (2024). Policy initiatives to enhance the impact of public research. OECD
Publishing. https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/policy-initiatives-to-enhance-the-impact-of-public-research_a4c9197a-en.html
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Across the four scenarios (presented in Table 1 above), the impact assessment concludes that
broader and less restrictive SPR models are likely to improve the competitiveness of the EU
research ecosystem, mainly by increasing OA and reuse of scholarly outputs. Scenario A, which
mirrors existing national SPR models with a 6-month embargo and limited scope, is expected to
bring only modest gains because the accepted author manuscript (AAM) is seen as less reliable
and the embargo limits practical usefulness. Scenario B improves the picture somewhat, especially
for research efficiency and knowledge valorisation, though the effect remains modest because it
still excludes the version of record (VoR). Scenario C is assessed as the strongest option for the
research ecosystem overall, because it includes the VoR after one year and covers a wider range
of outputs, producing stronger gains in excellence, efficiency, and valorisation. Scenario D could,
in principle, generate the largest openness gains, but its benefits are more uncertain because it
would disrupt publishing markets most strongly, and publishers may respond with new charges or
by restricting options for EU researchers.

For the scientific publishing industry, the findings are more cautious. They show that SPR would
not materially change key performance qualities on the journal side, such as journal prestige, peer-
review quality, or editorial standards, but it could reshape author and RPO incentives on financial
grounds. Under Scenario A, effects on publishers are expected to be limited. Under Scenarios B
and C, financial pressure on publishers, including on the sustainability of their business models,
rises, especially for small and micro publishers, while Scenario C is also seen as particularly
harmful for book publishing. Scenario D is assessed as the most disruptive: subscription, Hybrid
OA, and book-based models could lose substantial revenue, leading publishers to shift toward
Gold or Diamond OA or invent new revenue streams. Overall, the analysis points to a clear trade-
off: stronger SPR designs are likely to improve the EU’s research competitiveness, but they also
increase financial and structural pressure on segments of the publishing sector, making
implementation choices critical for balancing these objectives.

CRR impact on EU competitiveness

The competitiveness effects of the CRR policy options are assessed along two main dimensions:
the competitiveness of the EU research ecosystem and the competitiveness of the scientific
publishing industry. On the research side, the analysis focuses on three channels: the extent to
which EU scientific publications feed into patents, the intensity of international research
collaboration, and the efficiency with which research can be conducted. On the publishing side, it
considers how broader reuse rights may affect publisher revenues, market structure, and the EU’s
relative position in global scholarly publishing.

Overall, the policy options are expected to strengthen the competitiveness of the EU research
ecosystem, though to different degrees. By reducing legal uncertainty and transaction costs around
the reuse of scientific publications, they could make it easier for research outputs to circulate within
cross-border consortia and innovation networks. This is particularly relevant for publications cited
in EPO patents, where the EU already performs strongly but relies comparatively more on OA
material than some G7 peers. Policy option 1.1 would improve conditions for reuse in cross-border
research, while policy option 2.1 would likely have the strongest positive effect because it also
removes uncertainty in commercially oriented and industry-linked research settings, which are
especially relevant to patenting and knowledge valorisation. Policy options 1.2 and 2.2 would also
generate benefits, but more modestly due to added operational or institutional constraints (i.e.
introducing technical and organisational costs associated with implementing secure environments
under policy option 1.2 and further legal complexity arising from the need for institutions to
determine which actors qualify as eligible beneficiaries under policy option 2.2, potentially creating
new boundary questions and working against the simplification goals).

In terms of collaboration intensity, the EU already has the strongest baseline among the G7
countries considered. The CRR options are therefore unlikely to transform collaboration rates
dramatically, but they could help preserve and modestly reinforce this advantage by reducing
frictions around sharing and reuse of publications within European/cross-border projects. Again,
policy option 1.1 performs more strongly than 1.2, and 2.1 more strongly than 2.2, because broader
and clearer reuse rights are more conducive to collaborative research, particularly when industry
partners are involved.



Research efficiency is expected to improve through the same mechanism: researchers and
institutions would spend less time on rights clearance, permissions, and legal interpretation,
especially under options 1.1 and 2.1, while the more restrictive options would yield smaller net
gains.

For the scientific publishing industry, the picture is more mixed. The policy options are not expected
to significantly affect core primary revenues such as subscriptions, but they may reduce some
secondary licensing and permissions-based income, especially under options 2.1 and 2.2. These
effects are unlikely to undermine the EU’s overall scale in scientific publishing, which remains
stronger than Canada and Japan and broadly comparable in aggregate weight to the UK, but they
could intensify adjustment pressures within the EU market. In competitiveness terms, the greatest
risk for the EU is not an immediate loss of position vis-a-vis all comparator countries, but that
stronger forms of copyright intervention could intensify internal asymmetries within the EU
publishing ecosystem, favouring larger and more diversified actors over smaller publishers. A final
consideration is that some benefits of reform may spill over beyond the EU.

Clearer reuse rules could allow non-EU actors to benefit from EU-accessible scientific knowledge,
and this is particularly relevant under policy option 2.1, where industry-linked reuse would be
broadened. In practice, both EU and non-EU companies could gain, but larger non-EU companies
may sometimes be better placed to absorb and commercialise these opportunities. The overall
conclusion is therefore that the CRR options are likely to improve the competitiveness of the EU
research ecosystem more clearly than that of the publishing ecosystem, while also creating trade-
offs around revenue reallocation and the distribution of benefits between EU and non-EU actors.

Overall, this study provides a comprehensive economic analysis of current practices, market
economics and dynamics in the scientific publishing ecosystem, as well as of the likely economic
effects of introducing an EU-wide secondary publication right and a harmonised mandatory
copyright exception for scientific research. In doing so, it complements the earlier 2024 study
prepared for the European Commission?® by adding new empirical evidence, cost estimates,
stakeholder perspectives and a more differentiated assessment of how specific policy designs may
affect the research ecosystem, the publishing sector and the wider European knowledge economy.

Across both pillars, the evidence points to a consistent overarching conclusion: greater access,
reuse and legal certainty can generate meaningful benefits for the European research and
innovation system, but these benefits are accompanied by adjustment pressures and uneven
effects across stakeholders. More ambitious policy approaches tend to increase gains for
researchers, research-performing organisations and the wider innovation ecosystem, while also
increasing risks and adaptation burdens for the scientific publishing sector and the wider
rightholders ecosystem. The study therefore points less to a single optimal solution than to a set
of policy trade-offs that must be weighed carefully against the EU’s broader objectives for research
excellence, innovation capacity and a sustainable scholarly communication system.

2 European Commission: Directorate-General for Research and Innovation, Improving access to and reuse of research results,
publications and data for scientific purposes — Study to evaluate the effects of the EU copyright framework on research and the effects
of potential interventions and to identify and present relevant provisions for research in EU data and digital legislation, with a focus
on rights and obligations, Publications Office of the European Union, 2024, https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/633395
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GETTING IN TOUCH WITH THE EU

In person
All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct centres. You can find the address of the centre nearest you
online (european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en).

On the phone or in writing
Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union.
You can contact this service:

- by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls),
- at the following standard number: +32 22999696,
via the following form: european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/write-us_en.

FINDING INFORMATION ABOUT THE EU

Online
Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the Europa website (european-
union.europa.eu).

EU publications

You can view or order EU publications at op.europa.eu/en/publications. Multiple copies of free publications can be
obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local documentation centre (european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-
us_en).

EU law and related documents
For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1951 in all the official language versions, go to EUR-Lex
(eur-lex.europa.eu).

EU open data

The portal data.europa.eu provides access to open datasets from the EU institutions, bodies and agencies. These can be
downloaded and reused for free, for both commercial and non-commercial purposes. The portal also provides access to a wealth
of datasets from European countries.
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This study conducted a comprehensive economic analysis of the
current practices, market economics and dynamics, as well as EU
legislative and regulatory frameworks concerning the access and
reuse of publicly funded research and innovation results,
publications, and data. Building on that it assessed economic
impact of EU-wide SPR and the strengthening of the copyright
exception for scientific research.

Studies and reports

m Publications Office
of the European Union



